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DETAILED ACTION 

1. The indicated allowability of claims 18, 20, and 21 is withdrawn in view of the 
reference(s) to Allaire et al. f Sutton, and Sosnowski. Rejections based on the 
reference(s) follow. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over to Allaire 
et al. (5,303,861) in view of Sutton (4,648,298), and further in view of Sosnowski 
(6,136,131 ). Allaire et al. discloses a method of separating a work piece (14) with pre- 
scored planes (28), aligning one of the pre-scored planes with a splitting element (18), 
loading the work piece to reduce flex (24) and inducing torque on the work piece such 
that the work piece is forced onto the splitting element and breaks along the pre-scored 
plane (20). 

However, Allaire et al. fail to disclose the work piece is a multiple array printed 
circuit board, affixing a removable shield element to an individual circuit board, and the 
loading step is done on the shield element. 

Sutton teaches that it is old and well known to separate a multiple array printed 
circuit board along a pre-scored plane (32). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
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one of ordinary skill in the art, to have provided Allaire et al. with a circuit board work 
piece, as taught by Sutton, to perform its intended use on an alternate work piece. 

Sosnowski teaches that it is old and well known for circuit boards to have a 
removable shield element (10). In Allaire et al., replacing work piece (14) with work 
piece (32), of Sutton, that incorporates a shield, from Sosnowski, would allow the 
loading means (24), of Allaire et al., load the shield of the work piece. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, to have provided Allaire et al. 
in view of Sutton with a shield, as taught by Sosnowski, to protect the components of 
the circuit board while the arrays are being separated. 

4. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over to Allaire 
et al. in view of Sutton, and further in view of Sosnowski. Allaire et al. discloses an 
apparatus separating a work piece (14) with pre-scored planes (28), at least one 
splitting element positioned along one of the pre-scored planes (18), at least one torque 
inducing element using surface loading to mechanically force the work piec onto the at 
least one splitting element and thereby breaking the work piece along the pre-scored 
plane (20), and a transport element for automatically aligning one of the pre-scored 
planes with the at least one splitting elements (16). 

However, Allaire et al. fail to disclose the work piece is a multiple array printed 
circuit board, the at least one torque inducing element applies surface loading to the 
multiple board array by way of a shield element to prevent loading the plurality of 
electrical components. 
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Sutton teaches that it is old and well known to separate a multiple array printed 
circuit board along a pre-scored plane (32). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art, to have provided Allaire et al. with a circuit board work 
piece, as taught by Sutton, to perform its intended use on an alternate work piece. 

Sosnowski teaches that it is old and well known for circuit boards to have a 
removable shield element (10). In Allaire et al., replacing work piece (14) with work 
piece (32), of Sutton, that incorporates a shield, from Sosnowski, would allow the at 
least one torque inducing element (20), of Allaire et al., load the shield of the work piece 
and not the electrical components. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, to have provided Allaire et al. in view of Sutton with a shield, as 
taught by Sosnowski, to protect the components of the circuit board while the arrays are 
being separated. 

5. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over to Allaire 
et al. in view of Sutton, and further in view of Sosnowski. Allaire et al. discloses a 
method of separating a work piece (14) with pre-scored planes (28), aligning one of the 
pre-scored planes with a splitting element (18), and inducing torque on the work piece 
such that the work piece is forced onto the splitting element and breaks along the pre- 
scored plane (20). 

However, Allaire et al. fail to disclose the work piece is a multiple array printed 
circuit board, the inducing torque step includes transferring load from a torque inducing 
element through a shield element into a portion of the multiple board array. 
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Sutton teaches that it is old and well known to separate a multiple array printed 
circuit board along a pre-scored plane (32). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art, to have provided Allaire et al. with a circuit board work 
piece, as taught by Sutton, to perform its intended use on an alternate work piece. 

Sosnowski teaches that it is old and well known for circuit boards to have a 
removable shield element (10). In Allaire et al., replacing work piece (14) with work 
piece (32), of Sutton, that incorporates a shield, from Sosnowski, would allow the at 
least one torque inducing element (20), of Allaire et al., transfer the load through the 
shield of the work piece to a portion of the multiple board array. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, to have provided Allaire et al. in 
view of Sutton with a shield, as taught by Sosnowski, to protect the components of the 
circuit board while the arrays are being separated. 

Response to Arguments 
6. After further consideration, the examiner discovered the above rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jason Prone whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
4513. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30-5:00, Mon - (every other) Fri. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Allan N. Shoap can be reached on (571 ) 272-4514. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

February 07, 2006 
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